TH'S OPI NI ON WAS NOT WRI TTEN FOR PUBLI CATI ON

The opinion in support of the decision being entered today (1)
was not witten for publication in a law journal and (2) is
not bi ndi ng precedent of the Board.
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DECI SI ON ON APPEAL

Appel I ant has appealed to the Board fromthe exani ners’
final rejection of clains 1 to 20, which constitute all of the
pending clainms in the application before us on appeal.

BACKGROUND

The subject nmatter on appeal is directed to a nmethod for

dithering during a color conversion process in a digital video
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processi ng system such that video artifacts (i.e., graininess)
can be reduced (see specification, pages 1 to 2; Brief, page
3). Appellant recogni zed that conventional dithering
processes which are known to reduce contouring in inmages
suffer fromthe use of a fixed dithering matrix, resulting in
undesirable artifacts, or graininess, being reproduced in an

i mge (see specification, page 2). As indicated by appell ant
(specification, pages 2 to 3; Brief, page 3), when the
dithering matrix added to groups of pixels in an imge is
changed frane by frane in a sequence of franes of pixels, it
is possible to reproduce a nore natural appearing inage and to
prevent graininess normally associated with dithering.

Appel lant’s dithering nethod recited in clains 1 to 20 on
appeal provides that different dithering matrices be picked
over time such that the tinme-averaged dither intensity at any
given pixel location is zero (specification, page 3). Thus,
by using different dither matrices frane by frame sequentially
intime in patterns that average out to a zero dither
intensity for each pixel location, both graininess and
contouring in an image can be elimnated (see specification,

page 6). As further discussed, infra, we find that the
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applied references to Oz, and particularly Keith, fail to
teach or suggest at least this

i mportant feature of adding different dither value matrices to

pi xel s "wherein the tinme-averaged val ue of said dither val ues
at a given pixel location is zero" (independent claim1l on
appeal ).

Representative nethod claim 1l is reproduced bel ow

1. In adigital video processing system a nethod for
di thering quantized col or values having a given step size

during a col or conversion process, conprising the steps of:

(A) adding a set of dither values to first color val ues
t hroughout a first frame of digital video val ues;

(B) adding a different set of dither values to
second col or val ues throughout a second frane of digital video
val ues, said second frame being subsequent to said first frane
in time sequence; and,

(O repeating steps (A and (B) for subsequent
frames in tinme order;

wherein the tinme-averaged val ue of said dither
val ues at a given pixel location is zero.

The follow ng references are relied on by the exam ners:

Kei t h 5,381, 180 Jan. 10,
1995

(filed Aug. 16,
1993)
o, 5, 450, 098 Sep. 12,
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1995
(filed Sep. 19,
1992)

Claims 1 to 20 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103. As
evi dence of obviousness, the exam ner relies upon Oz in view
of Keith.

Rat her than repeat the positions of appellant and the
exam ner, reference is nmade to the Brief and the Answer for
the respective details thereof.

OPI NI ON

For the reasons generally set forth by appellant in the
Brief, and for the reasons which follow, we will reverse the
rejection of clainms 1 to 20 under 35 U S.C. 8 103. 1In
reachi ng our conclusion on the issues raised in this appeal,
we have carefully considered appellant’s specification and
clainms, the applied patents, and the respective viewdoints of
appel l ant and the exam ner. As a consequence of our review,
we are in general agreenment with appellant that the applied
references woul d neither have taught nor suggested the
appel lant’ s clains on appeal.

The exam ner and appellants are in agreenent that the

primary reference to Oz does not teach dithering. The
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exam ner relies upon the secondary reference to Keith to teach
or suggest a dithering process used to prevent contouring in
an imge. W agree with appellant that the primary issue
before us on appeal "is whether Keith discloses or suggests a
di thering nethod or apparatus which applies a different
dithering matrix (dithering values) to identically | ocated
groups of pixel values over sequential frames of digital

video" (Brief, page 5). W are in agreenent with appell ant
(Brief, pages 5 to 7) that Keith fails to teach or suggest the
recited feature of representative claiml

of applying different dithering values to pixels in sequential
frames such that the tine-averaged val ue of the dither val ues
at a given pixel location is zero.

Appel  ant argues (Brief, page 5) that Keith fails to
teach or suggest applying different dithering matrices to a
sequence of digital video franes over tinme, as is done in
claiml1 on appeal. W agree, and we find that this zero tine-
averaging dithering feature is neither taught nor would have
been suggested by Keith. Al though we agree with the exam ner
that Keith teaches adding random noise in the formof a dither

matri x to each of three-conponent data, we find that Keith
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fails to fairly teach or suggest that the random noi se used to
produce dithered i mages changes over tinme. Thus, we are al so
in agreenment with appellant (Brief, page 6) that Keith fails
to teach or suggest that different noise values be applied to
pi xel s in subsequent frames as required by representative
claim1 on appeal.

We agree with appellant that "Keith expressly discloses
generating a single set of dithering matrices (one for each of
the U and V conponents)" (Brief, page 6), as opposed to using
differing dithering matrices over tine as in the clains on
appeal. 1In Keith, each conponent is processed using the sane
dithering matrix over and over. There is no disclosure of
using different matrices over tinme for a group of pixels in an
image. Qur review of Keith reveals that "[t]his processing is
performed for each (4X4) subi nage of each video inage in the
sequence of video inmages"” (Keith, colum 4, lines 16 to
19) (enphasi s added). Therefore, we cannot agree with the
exam ner (Answer, pages 3 to 4) that one of ordinary skill in
the art |ooking at Keith (especially colum 2, lines 49 to 55
as noted by the exam ner) would have been notivated to use

differing dithering matrices over tine in order to time-

6



Appeal No. 1997-0401
Application 08/305, 262

aver age pi xel values to zero.
Accordi ngly, we cannot sustain the rejection of clains 1
to 20 under 35 U.S.C. § 103.

Al though we find that the exam ner has nade a prima facie

case of obviousness as to the appeal ed cl ai ns, we concl ude

that appellant has rebutted this prinma facie case by

successfully showi ng that the specific zero tinme-averagi ng

di thering nethod of the appealed clainms is neither taught nor
woul d have been fairly suggested by the secondary reference to
Keith. 1In view of the foregoing, the decision of the exam ner

rejecting clains 1 to 20 under 35 U. S.C. 8§ 103 is reversed.

CONCLUSI ON

The decision of the exam ner rejecting clains 1 to 20

under 35 U . S.C. 8 103 over Oz in view of Keith is reversed.

REVERSED
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